Procedure
The authors accessed both Prime Minister Netanyahu's speech, which was delivered in English, and the translation of President Abbas' speech, which was delivered in Arabic, on the UN website. 8 The left margin of each speech was used to note preliminary codes which captured relevant discursive aspects of the speeches.
These initial codes included inter alia general tone, categorization, positioning, particular forms of language, and emerging patterns within each speech. Subsequently, the right margin was used to collate these initial codes into potential themes, which captured discursive patterns. The emerging themes were pieced together to create superordinate themes for each speech. Superordinate themes were then compared and a final list of master themes, focusing on the differences and similarities between the discursive aspects of each speech, was developed. The themes were reviewed rigorously against the corpus in order to ascertain their compatibility and numerous extracts were listed against each corresponding theme. Specific extracts, which were considered vivid, compelling, and representative of the discursive themes, were selected for presentation in this article.
Despite space constraints, the authors have attempted to provide sufficient contextual information in the analysis section, in order to enhance the reader's understanding of the socio-political context in which the extracts ought to be considered.
Analysis

Constructing Ingroup Victimhood
In A variety of terms have been used to describe the events surrounding the Israeli Declaration of Independence, such as al-ightisab (the rape), and al-hijra (the exodus). Use of the term "Al-Nakba" has become popular in Today I hope that the light of truth will shine, if only for a few minutes, in a hall that for too long has been a place of darkness for my country. In his Biblically-resonant genealogy, Netanyahu's observation that Zvi Shalit escaped the Holocaust and found refuge in Israel serves to construct a continuity of suffering in the same Israeli family (from the Nazi Holocaust to the Hamas kidnapping). Incidentally, this scenario is generalised to "every Israeli family." Moreover, Netanyahu accentuates ingroup victimhood by drawing attention to the continued persecution and danger faced "peace" that meets the ingroup's agenda. The mobilization of these discourses serves to elicit support for the ingroup's agenda and to encourage rejection of the outgroup's agenda. Accordingly, Abbas urges the international community to accept the Palestinian application for state membership, arguing that this will safeguard the peace process and reduce Palestinian "victimhood" and the Israeli "threat." Conversely, Netanyahu urges the international community to reject the Palestinian application, arguing that "premature" statehood will inhibit the peace process and increase Israeli victimhood and the Palestinian (and Islamist) threat.
In short, both leaders highlight negative socio-political and intergroup consequences of contravening their respective positions on the bid (Dunmire, 2005) .
Both speakers draw upon historical imagery in bolstering the victimhood and threat discourses. Netanyahu invokes Jewish suffering over centuries and anchors the current suffering of Israelis to the Holocaust, the most destructive act of persecution against the Jews (Gilbert, 1987) . This serves to construct contemporary threats to
Israel as a continuation of historical Jewish suffering and invites a sympathetic response from the audience (Jaspal & Yampolsky, 2011) . Similarly, Abbas represents the Palestinian people as having consistently suffered displacement, statelessness and "ethnic cleansing" over the last century -suffering that is "ongoing." Through the invocation of emotive metaphors such as "Holocaust" and "ethnic cleansing" in both speeches, there is an attempt to construct ingroup victimhood as historically exceptional and thus in urgent need of international attention.
In both speeches, the victimhood discourse is closely entwined with the threat discourse. Both Abbas and Netanyahu identify the "cause" for, or rather "culprit" behind, the ingroup's temporally pervasive and that is, a threat specifically to the ingroup, but also at the superordinate level, that is, as a threat to the world or to "world peace". There is consistent manoeuvring between these two levels of threat in orienting to positions of ingroup victimhood, in accentuating the construction of threat, and in realizing its mobilizing potential in the UN. By representing their respective outgroups as a global threat, Abbas and Netanyahu orient towards ensuring that their agendas retain international relevance and capture the attention of the international community.
Not unexpectedly, there is a desire for positive self-presentation in the speeches (van Dijk, 1993 (van Dijk, , 1997 .
Both leaders attribute positive characteristics to their respective ingroups. The ingroup is constructed as fair, prepared to make sacrifices, and relentless in the pursuit of peace, while the outgroup is represented as aggressive, belligerent, and unequivocally opposed to peace. In both speeches, there is an exclusive focus upon the negative actions of the outgroup and the positive, peace-building efforts of the ingroup. For instance, Abbas does not explicitly invoke the Hamas organization in his speech or Palestinian intragroup conflict, possibly as a means of safeguarding ingroup self-presentation, although he does refer to the establishment of "national reconciliation", itself a positive development. Conversely, the outgroup is subjected to the process of "out-casting" and is represented as "all that is bad and aberrant" (Lazar & Lazar, 2004, p. 239) . Despite the potential for collective apologies to repair intergroup relations that have been damaged by historical misdoings (Edwards, 2010) , neither speech acknowledges negative ingroup actions or any positive outgroup actions. This could plausibly feed into the intergroup suspicions that have hitherto characterized the peace process.
Discourses of victimhood and threat serve to bolster and perpetuate these negative intergroup dynamics. Both the Palestinian and Israeli leaders accuse each other of undermining the two-state solution to the conflict, rather than acknowledging the obstacles to peace that their respective ingroups have imposed. Indeed,
both are keen to demonstrate their own commitment to the two-state solution, which can be attributed to its widespread popularity in the UN. It is socially desirable to adopt, or adhere to, the majoritarian, consensual position, namely, to endorse the two-state solution. In their speeches, both Netanyahu and Abbas attempt to maintain a positive self-image (van Dijk, 1993) : Netanyahu attempts to deflect any potential suspicion that
Israel is not serious about the two-state solution by arguing that he would be the "first" to welcome a Palestinian state, while Abbas reiterates that his intention is not to "isolate" or "delegitimize" Israel but rather to establish a
Palestinian state "alongside" Israel. In short, blame is systematically attributed to the outgroup (cf. Edwards, 2010 ).
This article shows that, although Abbas and Netanyahu speak from distinct politico-ideological positions, there is considerable overlap in the discursive strategies employed. Both accentuate intragroup solidarity and intergroup difference and neither employs the language of reconciliation or peace. The constructions offered and the discourses drawn upon in the speeches collide with one another: both Abbas and Netanyahu compete for the position of victim and both identify their outgroup "Other" as the threat. This can be regarded as a "framing contest" (Krebs and Jackson, 2007, p. 57) . Moreover, there is a clash of mutually exclusive dreams and aspirations, which appear to be far removed from geo-political realities on the ground. It is easy to see how this "collision" can provide negative feelings on both sides of the conflict and undermine optimism regarding the prospect of a peaceful solution. In seeking to elicit support for their respective agendas, Abbas and Netanyahu (intentionally or unwittingly) sabotage support for intergroup reconciliation between Israelis and Palestinians by aggravating grievances on both sides. It is hoped that future research will acknowledge the powerful role of political speeches in shaping the development of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and examine how it can be used to convince, mobilise and silence.
